Abstract
Introduction
The marketplace has changed from one that offers standardized, long-lived, information-poor products to one that offers individualized products that are changed at an ever quickening pace and embody rich expertise and knowledge [l] . These changes require fundamentally different business processes for their effective support. Past organizational design paradigms relied on economies of scale for mass market products creating large, departmentalized operations that contributed to efficiency and control. Today, this paradigm can entrench an organization in its way of doing business to the point that it is offering efficiently produced products that are no longer valued in the marketplace. Hammer and Champy [2] suggest that for organizations to meet the challenges of today's competitive environment, previous organizational design paradigms should be abandoned. Better principles are centered around unifying tasks within a process. However, past design principles often still guide managers and further entrench poor business practices. Reengineering can be defined as "the fundamental rethinking and radical redesign of business processes to achieve dramatic improvements in critical, contemporary measures of performance, such as cost, quality, service, and speed" [2, p. 321. Hammer and Champy argue that incremental change is not enough for many organizations and more radical approaches are necessary for them to survive. This is in contrast to other business improvement methods such as Total QualiQ Management (TQM), which emphasizes incremental improvement and generally does not question the way an organization does business, and automation, which seeks to find the best technology to support current business practices. Marsden and Pingry [3] argue that optimizing technology for a given business practice will lead to a less optimal system than if both the business practices and the automation are allowed to vary. Davenport [4] states that the benefits of new technology are often not realized because an organization's information culture is not correspondingly changed. According to him, reengineering is the only way to take advantage of changes in technology. The biggest leaps in improvement are likely to occur when business process designers take into account the potential of Information Technology (IT) [3,4].
It appears that reengineering together with IT offers a unique potential for improving an organization's competitiveness. However, it appear that fundamentally changing business processes and employing new design principles is easier said than done: Many companies, possibly 50% to 70%, fail to achieve the results that they desire [2] . Little systematic research has been conducted that can determine where in the reengineering process is the point of failure. Some, e.g. Hammer and Champy argue that it appears that the failure is in implementation. This may be an obvious place to begin to look because it is where the symptom of failure occurs. However, the cause of implementation failure may well be upstream in the reengineering process e.g. in the creation of the strategy that led to the reengineering effort.
A number of authors have investigated important success factors for reengineering such as the factor "management support". Clearly if a reengineering effort does not have management support, an organization is unlikely to undertake a full fledged reengineering effort and even if they do, they are unlikely to muster the resources to complete it. But given that management is committed to the effort, surprisingly little research is available to guide the redesign process itself (see [5] for an overview). No research to date has fully addressed the processes of creating "to-be" models for reengineering.
In most studies, a research team, which may include expert process coiisultants, emerges from arduous deliberation with a novel idea but little is understood about how this process works. Some studies recommend looking at the processes of other successful organizations. However, the most successlid organizations that they cite as examples were not imitators in the first place. Also, the best reengineering efforts often exploit idiosyncratic opportunities of the organization that may not transfer easily to other organizations.
Hence, it is critical to understand how "to-be" organizational models can be created and how the process of their creation can be improved. A study by Meel [5] showed that there are few concrete design guidelines available, and certainly not a conclusive one.
In addition, it is unlikely that generally applicable, omnipotent design gpidelines exist. Therefore, in this study we focus on improving the process with which "tobe" model are created, under the assumption that if the process is improved, the quality of the process' result is also improved.
Specifically, we start fiom the observation that reengineering efforts are group efforts, requiring crossfunctional teams working over a period of time.
Reengineering requires an understanding of the organizations goals, the competitive environment, the current processes, arid the available technology. This understanding is not iisually found in any one person in an organization and therefore requires coordination effort between a number of individuals [6]. Furthermore, involving organization member in the reengineering process requires more than just basic involvement. Their involvement needs to be valuable in the sense that they understand their situation and processes and are able to creatively contributt: to the process of fmding improvements.
The complex nature of collaboratively designing "to-be" models set the requirements for process and task support [7] . However, the specific type of required support and how it is applied is not yet clear. In this paper, we will argue that two technologies especially deserve exploration: Group Support Systems (GSS) and animated simulation. GSS have been developed and shown to be effective for a variety of collaborative tasks
[8]. This study used a GSS to help a reengineering team create both "as-isy' and "to-be" models. Animated simulation models have shown to be effective for analyzing organizational problem situations and evaluating alternatives for change [6, 9] . This study used animated simulation models to provide both computer evaluation of alternative "to-be" models and vivid animation to help groups understand processes. In summary, our study addresses the following research question: How can collaborative computing technology and process animation be used to help groups create %-be " business models?
In the next section, we further justify the focus on GSS and animated simulation techniques and address previous relevant work in this area. In Section 3 we discuss our research approach. Sections 4 and 5 report on the actual reengineering project that was carried out and its results. We conclude the paper with a discussion of insights and issues that need further attention.
Research Model and Previous Work
No specific theory exists for creating "to-be" models or how to use technology to improve the process. We have taken the perspective that by creating a good process we should be able to create good designs.
Central to creating a good process is engaging in a meaninghl way the people who understand the business. A major part of this process is facilitating group deliberation in a way that balances the needs of a variety of stakeholders and enlisting process modeling in a way that helps the stakeholders understand the situation. In other words, the complexities of group work and process analysis make the creation of "to-be" models difficult and are good places to focus technology support.
Although GSS have been studied extensively as providing support for collaborative tasks, less attention has been paid to team projects such as reengineering that require support over time [lo] . This study attempted to use GSS technology within a collaborative environment that supports the team both during meetings and between meetings.
Dean E113 has begun working with a particular GSS that supports business modeling. His work has focused on the Integrated Computer-Aided Manufacturing Definition Language 0 (IDEFO) method of activity modeling. Dean notes that the strengths of the IDEFO method include its ability to ''purposely abstract away from organizational structure, actors, sequence, and geographical location of work" and also its use of hierarchical decomposition to manage complexity. These benefits have helped large groups develop "as-is" models of complex business processes. However, these strengths can mask some of the problems in a process and make it more difficult to develop improved solutions. Animated simulation is one way to display a system, including sequence, holistically while using enough abstraction to keep users from being overwhelmed by complexity [9].
Since this research area is still in its infancy, this study was exploratory. However, focus theory, a general model of what makes groups productive was used as a guide. Focus theory, developed by Briggs [12] for the purpose unifying the large number of disparate models of groups and technology currently found in the literature, was designed to predict the effects of new untested technologies on group productivity. The constructs and relationships of focus theory are shown in Figure 1 . Focus theory revolves around its central constructs of group problem solving. It suggests that for groups to solve problems they must deliberate, communicate and access information. Each of these functions requires cognitive effort on the part of participants and detracts from their ability perform the other functions. Therefore, the relationships between these functions are represented by the two way negative influence arrows shown in Figure 1 .
Motivating the cognitive effort required for problem solving is goal congruence, the degree to which individuals' goals are consistent with each other. If individual goals are in opposition, a group is likely to be unproductive, with individual members working against one another. Distractions detract from the process.
Though focus theory has not been applied to developing "to-be'' modeling processes, it appears appropriate and useful to do so. Therefore, the first proposition of this study is:
Proposition 1: Focus theory is a useful theory for applying new technology to novel problem domains.
The added value of using modeling techniques for problem solving also can be described in terms of focus theory. Using a model, one can focus on only the relevant information, reducing the costs of information access over what would be needed to access raw, unmodeled data as well as of communication between participants in group problem solving by providing a common framework for discussion and decreasing distractions. These reductions in cognitive load can then be translated into more effort being available for deliberation.
GSS provides support for problem solving by reducing the cognitive effort of communication, deliberation and information access, therefore GSS should be able to make substantial impact on the productivity of groups undergoing reengineering. In particular, groups who are trying to discover innovative ideas for process improvement should be able to expend greater energies for thinking of new ideas if they do not have to spend as much energy communicating and storing those ideas.
In applying GSS to helping groups generate improvement ideas it appears clear that it can improve communication and deliberation, but no features in today's GSS provide support for understanding the complex dynamics of organizational processes. It appears that GSS support for information access may be a weakness in the reengineering domain. It is therefore reasonable to supplement GSS with additional support focused on mitigating this weakness.
A promising technology for supplementing GSS is animated simulation. Though this technology is not group enabled, it provides functions that directly complement the weakness of traditional GSS. It is therefore proposed that the combined use of GSS and animated simulation will improve a group's ability to design "to-be" models.
Following the implications of focus theory, we selected GSS and animated simulation to help an organization develop "to-be" process models. The second proposition is:
Proposition 2: GSS and animated simulation can help reengineering project teams create "to-be" models.
However, testing these propositions assumes that GSS and animated simulation are applied well. As Bostrom and Anson [13] noted, GSS only has beneficial effects when applied with proper facilitation and can have detrimental effects when applied poorly. Current knowledge about using technology to support reengineering processes is still in its infancy, therefore tests of the propositions stated above is still somewhat premature. This study remains exploratory and will attempt to discover how the technologies can be applied best. Evidence related to the proposition will be collected, but it is not expected to be conclusive. The overriding research question is:
Research question: How can GSS and animated simulation be used to help groups create %-ben business process models?
Research Appiroach
Since this study considered both theoretical and practical issues and also sought to understand the phenomena in its natural environment, an ktion science approach was followed. Action science can be seen as spanning the gap between theory and practice. It is useful when applying theories of how people behave to real-world social systems where all outcomes are not predictable, particularlly when it is desirable to change the behavior of participants in the system under study. In such real-world situations the researcher is guided by a number of theories, some explicit and some not, on how to approach the problcm. In fact, meta-theories on how to choose a theory for ii situation are needed as well [ 141.
This study question focuses on how to use technology for the purpose of reengineering. The goal of the study is to understand the efficacy of such an approach in the real-world environment and therefore some loss of control of unfolding events is considered reasonable. Yin [15] 1 recommends the case study approach for this type of research. However, action science differs from case study in its interventionist nature [6] . Case studies usually do not seek to change the system under study whereas action science studies usually intend to change the system. The active participation by the researcher has two primary benefits to the study. First, and foremost, is that the researcher may want to bring together phenomena that do not naturally occur in the environment and therefore could not be studied with a passive approach. Second, the control the researcher has over events can help establish natural controls that add validity to the findings.
This first reason w,as a driving criterion for selecting the action science methodology in this study. The use of GSS and animation for the purpose of reengineering is not generally used by organizations. These technologies are highly specialized and require trained experts to be used properly and therefore many organizations would not have access to their use. Case studies can be useful when leading edge companies attempt to go beyond others in applying technology, but often studies can not be performed until much commercialization has occurred.
Therefore, case studies have a weakness in that they only study phenomena that has occurred or is occurring over it own initiative. This is limiting in that some useful phenomena may never occur. In the action science paradigm, the researcher is attempting to match contemporary problems with potential solutions or improvement methods, thus creating a phenomena that may have never occurred otherwise. This matching of problems and novel problem solving methods is not a random process. Past research on how problem solving methods have benefited problem solving in other domains is used as a guide. However, in matching a problem with problem solving methods, the action science researcher must exercise a good deal of creativity to re-frame methods and perhaps modify methods to suit the target domain.
A limitation of action science, as well as case study, is the lack of control which can misplace causal relationships. Another limitation of action science, not seen in case studies, is that findings may be hard to generalize to situations where the researcher is not intervening. However, the strength of action science to cause useful phenomena that may not have occurred otherwise is so critical to the development of knowledge that its limitations must be endured.
The Reengineering Study
This section describes the study itself. The first subsection describes the target organization. The second subsection describes the overall reengineering process used. The third and fourth subsections describe the "asis" model development and analysis and the "to-be" model design respectively. These steps of the reengineering process were the focus of the study are described in greater depth that the other steps.
The Target Organization
The reengineering study was carried out in an innovative software development company. This company was selected because of its identified need for dramatic process improvement. Previously, the company's growth primarily had revolved around expanding its customer base for its core product. Recently the company had expanded into consulting, helping customers apply its product. In mid-1995, the CEO began to build a strategic plan with the help of a management consultant, financial advisors and the management team. One of the goals of the CEO had become to build the organization to a size making it attractive for taking the company public or being bought. His financial advisors suggested that the organization needed about three times the level of sales and a more efficient use of labor, based on revenue to labor ratios. The CEO and his advisors concurred that the company needed to attain this level of growth within three to five years because of competitive threats.
The Reengineering Process
Although this study focused on the design of "to-be" business models, it was conducted within a full reengineering project. Figure 2 describes the reengineering process used. The rectangles represent major steps in the process and their approximate sequence, however, it should be noted that the steps did not begin and end precisely at discrete points. Instead, the steps often overlapped and the process sometimes iterated to previous steps. In general, the vision and plans became more refined and focused throughout the project. Each step of the process relied on information from previous steps. Additionally, each step brought new information into the process, of which the diagram shows some important examples represented by bubbles.
The CEO and the management team conducted vision establishment through their planning process prior to the involvement of the research team. Their work resulted in a strategic plan and the conclusion that the organization needed significant process change to meet its objectives. The research team was then contacted to facilitate the reengineering process and accepted the project based on the organization's apparent commitment to making changes. The role of the research team was to provide both reengineering process and business modeling expertise.
The reengineering coordinator, a position internal to the organization, and the research team leader, jointly coordinated the project and conducted the initial planning. The initial planning step included orientation of the research team, setting the project scope, and defining the major milestones. The sales process was selected for reengineering because of its centrality to the business and its perceived potential for improvement. It was also considered a reasonable complexity for the organization's fist project because it balanced the needs to take on a project large enough to have an impact, yet small enough to be completed effectively. The reengineering coordinator and the research team leader assembled a reengineering team that included representatives of all groups potentially affected by the project outcomes, internal information systems staff, and facilitation and modeling experts.
The technologies available to the team included GroupSystems, a general purpose GSS; Modeler, a group-enabled IDEFO activity modeling tool; TeamGraphics, a group-enabled business graphics package; and Arena, an integrated animation and simulation tool. All of the group-enabled software was installed on the organization's local area network (LAN) which made it and the project related data available to the reengineering team at all times, both in face to face meetings and between meetings.
Each step of the project made use of GSS and animated simulation including the on-going planning and vision refinement. For example, early versions of the "as-is" animation were used for management review meetings where management entered comments through a GSS. However, only the technology's use related to the design of "to-be" models is reported in detail here. A significant input to the "to-be" design is the "as-is" model, therefore the next section will describe the development and analysis of the "as-is" model followed by a description of the "to-be" design process. All of the meetings described below took place in the organization's electronic meeting room.
"As-Is" Model Development and Analysis
"As-Is" modeling in an informal sense began almost at the outset of the project as the reengineering coordinator described the business to the research team. To become acquainted with the fm, the researchers initially interviewed a small number of participants in the process, each with a different background. The research team then developed straw models that would later be refined through stakeholder input.
Three views of the "as-is" model were developed, a process model, an activity model and an animated simulation. This set of models was used because of the complimentary information they provided and the functionality of the technology available.
The first draft of the process model was developed during initial interviews with stakeholders and was coded in the group drawing package, TeamGraphics. From this draft the research team derived a draft activity model that was coded in the group activity modeling software Modeler.
~~~ ~

Figure 2 Reengineering Process
The first drafts of the process and activity models Meeting participants entered these changes into Modeler were reviewed by the reengineering team together at two directly. Many changes were made to the names and review meetings. The lsurpose of the first model review definitions of activities that were previously coded by an meetings was to reach consensus on the structure of the analyst. In some cases, these changes appeared minor to "as-is" process. In this meeting, the TeamGraphics the analyst, but were considered important to participants representation of the model was used for reference while o f the respective processes. Between the two meetings, Modeler was used to record changes. Initial review the models were analyzed for consistency and focused on the structure of the process model and added, completeness by analysts, with discrepancies noted for deleted, or changed stieps and sequences as necessary. discussion at the second meeting.
Once initial agreement was reached on the structure of the process model, the t began to collect data on the frequency of events and the duration of activities for use in developing the animated simulation. Modeler was configured with custom fields to capture estimated parameters as well as activity descriptions directly from the people who were working within sales process. This data entry procedure was introduced at the end of the first model review meeting, but was completed in a distributed mode over the next two weeks. The results of the distributed work was reviewed at the second review meeting with analysts asking questions about ambiguities in the data entered. This discussion lead to more structural changes in the models. The output of Modeler and TeamGraphics was given to an expert in simulation for coding in Arena.
A third review meeting was used to review the Arena model. Participants suggested both changes to the model as well as changes to the visualization. Participants noted that the flow of work was easy to understand from this model. Some noted not understand what others in the organizat seeing the model.
"To-Be" Model Design
Improvement ideas were discussed throughout the process, but focused on incremental change or automation until the reen ring team met for the purpose of designing a radically improved process. One such design meeting is described below
The meeting was designed with two phases. The first phase consisted of three divergent exercises. The second phase consisted of convergent design activities. The first three divergent ercises used the Groupsystems categorizer tool The first exercise included a review of the animation model of the process and a discussion about problems existing in the current system. The animation was presented by the facilitator on a public screen while meeting participants entered comments into the GSS. During this exercise, participants entered problems, of which they were aware, in the current process. They also reviewed problems entered by others of which they were previously unaware.
The second step began with a presentation of the benefits of automation, during which the participants asked for more information on the assumptions used to derive estimates. The automation benefits presented were developed from the "as-is" simulation model by estimating the parameters that would change if a computer system were installed. Since automation of the current system was proposed by some participants, the facilitator challenged the grou to redesign the process in a way that would have greater benefit than automation alone. Again categorizer was used to collect input from participants.
In the verbal discussion that occurred in parallel with the electronic discussion, some in the group suggested that we were wasting our time talking about reorganization when the automation system had not yet been installed. They suggested that it would be better to take one step at a time by first installing the automation system and assessing how it went. Discussion of reorganization could follow. Others argued that a reorganization plan would give a vision of where the company was headed and could guide implementation of the automation system. Meeting participants were asked to enter these ideas into categorizer for use later. Although the conflict was not resolved, giving each participant the ability to record their position in the GSS helped the meeting continue.
The third step of the idea generation phase of the meeting was designed to encourage the participants to think of broad organizational changes that could improve the process. For this purpose, an example "to-be" model showing dramatic change was derived by an analyst and presented to the group. The example suggested combining similar activities that were adjacent to each other in the process and showed how such activities could reduce the number of departments to half the number currently involved in the process. Then, participants were asked to enter what benefits could be derived from such a reorganization into the GSS.
The second phase of the meeting was designed to allow the group to take the earlier discussions and examples and synthesize them into a new design. In this phase, the participants were divided into two crossfunctional teams. The teams went into their own conference rooms and were asked to develop reorganization ideas. Printed copies of the previous discussions were given to all participants while they talked informally and sketched their ideas on flip charts.
Following small groups design meetings, the full group reconvened and each small group presented its redesign ideas. The groups developed similar proposals so the facilitator suggested capturing the commonalties on the copy board. The ideas focused on a new concept of a customer support department and described what functions should and should not be included such a department.
A number of similarities and differences can be identified between the model described by the analyst and the one derived by the group. Both models suggest the consolidation of purchase order processing and invoicing as well as the data entry portion of proposal development. This clonsolidation would result in a less fragmented order processing system than the one currently in place. Both models suggest outsourcing the materialdshipping department. All meeting participants verbally concurred that outsourcing this department would be desirable.
The two modiels suggest different ways of organizing renewal ]processing and writing proposals. The analyst model suggested that renewal processing belonged in the "to-be" customer support department and the group model suggested that it belonged to the administration department. Also, the analyst model suggested that writing proposals was outside the scope of the customer support department while thf: group model suggested that it belonged in that department.
Reflecting on the meeting activities, the project coordinator suggested that a lack of knowledge on how to reengineer may be a hindrance to the team design activities. Most of thle participants were not sure what principles they should draw upon to modi@ the processes. Many participants said they wanted more guidance as they began their small group design work.
Results and Revised Theoretical Models
The propositions of the study appear to be supported, however same caveats are noted. Proposition 1, focus theory is a uselful theory for applying technology to novel problem domains, was found to be useful, but not complete. A fuller consideration of vested interested and the effect of time was needed in the context of group projects in the organimtional setting. Proposition 2, GSS and animated simulation can help reengineering project teams create "to-be" models, was also supported, however, the way in which the tools are used has an impact on team effectiveness and it is likely that improvements to the tools will increase their usefulness.
The research question, how can GSS and animated simulation be used to help groups create "to-be" business process models, was answered. The use of GSS and animated simulation hi the "as-is" model development and analysis and the "io-be'' model design demonstrates ways in which the tools can used be effectively.
Although fbture work will likely uncover better processes, particularly as improved tools become available, this research demonstrates that the use of these tools is effective and w~srthy of continued investigation.
Focus Theory
Focus theory was useful in designing tool support for the reengineering effort, although its focus on only goal achievement appears to be a limitation. The goal congruence construct does not appear to be enough to explain the cognitive effort applied to the task. Further, the consequences of group problem solving efforts not only involves achievement of objective goals but also a change in the character of the group itself. Therefore it is suggested that the productivity construct impacts on vested interest. A revised version of focus theory is offered in Figure 3 followed buy discussion of vested interest and information access. Organization members are often skeptical of process improvement efforts because they either have been involved directly or have heard about process improvement efforts that have had no results. In conducting this study, it appeared that some participants wanted to improve the process but did not believe that project would yield any results. These participants put some effort into the project, but it is unlikely that they put in as much effort as they would have had they had a strong belief that it would be effective. We define this belief in the process as process accord. It is suggested that both goal congruence and process accord motivate the cognitive effort as described by focus theory. The two constructs appear to be distinct and critical. The two way positive influence arrows between the constructs are used to indicate that their appears to be interaction effects between them. In other words, it appears that people need a belief in both the goals of the process and the ability of the process to reach those goals to expend full effort. The importance for researchers and practitioners is that specific and distinct actions need to be undertaken to effect the constructs.
Information Access.
The information access construct of focus theory is supported as being significant to the process, however, it appears to require different efforts to affect that communication and deliberation. The standard tools of GSS appear to improve both communication and deliberation in many domains as long as they are configured properly. Information access requires not only proper configuration of the tools, but also the proper selection and timing of content.
The Value of GSS and Animated Simulation
Both GSS and animated simulation added value to the process. GSS benefited the process by allowing the people involved in the process to define the models in their own terms, improving analysuend-user communication, and allowing work to be carried out in a way that minimized impact on on-going business. Modeler allowed participants with little modeling expertise to develop the model directly. The data in Modeler was then used directly by analysts who coded the other models. Analysvend-user communication through joint development of models. Minimal impact on on-going work was achieved by maximizing parallel and distributed work. Parallel work helped make face-toface meetings more efficient and distributed work helped participants fit the work into their normal schedule.
Animated process models appeared to be useful in reducing the cognitive load of understanding processes and highlighting some process problems. Complex models appeared to be easier to understand by users when they were shown the animation than when they were shown the static process models. In the static models, process branches were generally shown on separate pages forcing model walk-throughs to put review of one sub-process on hold while following another sub-process. In the animation model, many branches in process could be shown on the screen simultaneously using familiar icons.
The "as-is" animation exposes some problems immediately. Problems that may not have been obvious without a complete and detailed model of the process can become apparent as the model is developed. For example, excess movement of paperwork and duplication of storage was clear in the animation.
Lessons Learned
The results of this study indicate that GSS and animated simulation are beneficial to the reengineering processes, however a number of lessons on how to use the tools to capture their potential were learned as well. These lessons are summarized below.
Coaching and Social Comparison Required.
Critical evaluation of the reengineering groups' ideas is critical. It is important that the group is challenged to develop aggressive improvement strategies. They may feel the job is complete after making incremental improvement which is not likely to be enough. In this case, the facilitator and the project coordinator acted as coaches to encourage the group to consider more dramatic change.
Vested Interest Required.
Maintaining the groups vested interest is critical and support of both the goal congruence and process accord aspect is necessary. Management support and incentives are ways of improving goal congruence. Communicating project plans and achieving intermediate goals can enhance process accord.
Limit Information on Animation Views.
Separate animation displays were needed for analysis and presentation. Analysis screens showed a much greater amount of detail than presentation screens and allowed an analyst, either a trained analyst or a process participant participating in analysis, to see a number of pieces of the system in close juxtaposition. However, when the animation is shown to a group it is difficult to focus the group on a particular aspect of the animation and therefore minimal detail should be shown
Provide Reengineering Instruction and
Examples. In addition to providing process animation to groups, reengineering examples and principles should be provided to group members to help give them guidance in the design effort. Possibly a tutorial on reengineering covering how to apply design principles would have been beneficial. However, in this case, it may have been difficult to convince people to put much effort into reengineering tutorials before seeing the problems they faced.
5.3.5. Use a Prototype Approach. A prototype approach was necessary to develop complete models. Initial prototypes were developed and presented to participants. Participants comments were used to iteratively refine the model. Though necessary, the cycles of prototyping were time consuming in that analysts made changes to the models between review meetings.
5.3.6. Use the "AS-Is;" model Prudently. The need for an "as-is" model in reengineering has been controversial with proponents claiming that it is essential and opponents claiming that it is at best a waste of time and at worst a danger to the process. It appears from this study that it was essential for without understanding the current process, it wjould have been very difficult for people from different departments to discuss integrated solutions. Other benetits of the "as-is" model include a benchmark comparison for improvement ideas, documentation of requirements and constraints and focusing a group on the scope of the project. A danger is that a group may place: too much emphasis on the current constraints and restrict themselves to designs that offer only incremental improvement.
Conclusion
This study demonstrated the efficacy of using GSS and animated simulation to help groups develop "to-be" business models. Though the design meeting described was not without controversy, it appeared that the clear understanding of the "as-is" process helped group members understand where they disagreed and allowed them to temporarily put aside those disagreements to explore a new process (design.
The organization benefited from this approach by improving its understanding of the current process and its problems. They also began to consider more radical changes than they had previous to this process and are poised to implement more significant improvements than they would have been otherwise. This study suggests that further work on tools and processes would be fruitful. A better integration of tools would have made tlhe process more efficient. In particular, the coding o F the animation from the output of TeamGraphics and Modeler has potential for automation which would not only speed the process, but also give participants more immediate feedback to model change suggestions.
